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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on April 
3 rd , 2007 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 7 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. In this case, claim 7 fails 
to further limit the subject matter of claim 1 . 

Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United Siates and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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4. Claims 1-2, 7, 12-13, 18-19, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Herdey (7,043,206, cited by examiner) as evidenced by McGeehan 
(4,679,243, cited by examiner). 

As to claim 1 , Herdey discloses in figure 1 a DC offset correction system for a 
direct-conversion receiver that includes a baseband section that has an input (see the 
baseband input BBjn) and an output (see the baseband output BB_out), the DC offset 
correction system comprising a DC feedback correction servo-loop in signal 
communication with the baseband section 100 (see the DC feedback servo-loop 
including numerals 106, 108 and 110 in figure 1), wherein the DC feedback correction 
servo-loop is coupled to both the input and output of the baseband section 100; and an 
attenuator 110 within the DC feedback correction servo-loop (in this case, the filter 110 
reads on the attenuator as claimed because the filter 110 attenuates the frequency 
components that are outside of its low pass band). See also column 2 line 49 to column 
3 line 34. In addition, the filter 1 10 is capable of generating an attenuation coefficient 
Kfb as evidenced by McGeehan (see column 4 lines 19-21). 

As to claims 2, 13, 19, 22, Herdey further discloses an integrator circuit 108 and 
a combiner circuit 1 02 as claimed. 

As to claim 7, the attenuating characteristic of the low pass filter 110 reads on an 
attenuation coefficient as claimed. 

As to claims 12, 18, the rejection to claim 1 as set forth above is herein 
incorporated. In addition, the attenuating characteristic of the low pass filter 110 reads 
on an attenuation coefficient as claimed. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 5-6, 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Herdey. 

As to claims 5-6, 16-17, Herdey fails to disclose that the integrator circuit 108 is a 
RC filter as in claim 5, or a non-RC filter as in claim 6. The examiner, however, takes 
Official Notice that such a RC filter or a non-RC filter is known in the art. In addition, 
those skilled in the art would have recognized that the above conventional integrator 
circuits could be used in the integrator circuit 108 in Herdey without changing the spirit 
and scope of Herdey's invention. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the above conventional RC 
or non-RC filters to Herdey, in order to improve flexibility in designing the DC offset 
correction system in Herdey. 

7. Claims 10-11, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Herdey in view of Ruelke (6,459,889, cited by examiner). 

As to claims 10-11, 26, Herdey fails to disclose a controller as claimed. Ruelke 
discloses a controller 162 in a DC feedback correction loop (see figure 1, column 5 lines 
5-19). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to provide the above teaching of Ruelke to Herdey, in order to 
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quickly and accurately correct the DC offset (as suggested by Ruelke at column 5 lines 
, 5-19). 

8. Claims 23-24, 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Herdey in view of Ruelke as applied to claims 10, 26 above, and further in view of 
Hirano (6,871,055 B2, cited by examiner). 

As to claims 23-24, 27-28, Herdey as modified by Ruelke fails to disclose 
adjusting the attenuator as claimed. Hirano discloses in figure 1 a controller 7 in a DC 
feedback correction loop adjusting an attenuator 24 (see column 6 lines 17-28). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide the above teaching of Hirano to Herdey, in order to enhance the 
demodulation accuracy (as suggested by Hirano at column 4 lines 62-67). 

9. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Herdey 
in view of Hirano (6,871,055 B2, cited by examiner). 

As to claim 30, Herdey fails to disclose adjusting the attenuator as claimed. 
Hirano discloses in figure 1 a controller 7 in a DC feedback correction loop adjusting an 
attenuator 24 (see column 6 lines 17-28). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the above teaching of 
Hirano to Herdey, in order to enhance the demodulation accuracy (as suggested by 
Hirano at column 4 lines 62-67). 

Allowable Subject Matter 
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10. Claims 4, 8-9, 15, 20-21, 25, 29, 31 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

As to claims 4, 8, 15, 20, the prior art of record fail to disclose or render obvious 
that the attenuator 110 (see Herdey) includes a resistor and a Sallen-Key RC filter for 
generating an attenuation coefficient as specified in the claims. 

As to claims 25, 29, 31, the prior art of record fail to disclose or render obvious a 
high-pass transfer function as specified in the claims. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed April 3 rd , 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Claim rejections - 35 U.S.C. 102 

Regarding claim 1 , applicant argues that Herdey fails to disclose that the filter 
1 10 is capable of generating an attenuation coefficient Kfb as claimed. The examiner, 
however, disagrees with applicant. The filter 1 10 in Herdey is capable of generating an 
attenuation coefficient Kfb as evidenced by McGeehan (see column 4 lines 19-21). 
Worded differently, generating an attenuation coefficient is one of inherent 
characteristics of a filter. 

Dependent claims 2, 7 are not allowed for the same reasons as set forth in claim 
1 above. 

Independent claims 12, 18 and their dependent claims are not allowed for the 
same reasons as set forth in claim 1 above. 
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Claim rejections - 35 U.S.C. 103 

First of all, the examiner's comments regarding independent claim 1 as set forth 
above are herein incorporated. 

Regarding claims 10-11, applicant argues that Ruelke fails to disclose a 
controller as claimed because the controller 162 in Ruelke communicates with an 
amplifier 164, not with an attenuator. The examiner, however, disagrees. It is believed 
that applicant attacks the references individually. One cannot show nonobviousness by 
attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & 
Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In this case, as the controller 162 
in a feedback path in Ruelke is provided to the feedback path in Herdey, the controller 
162 would communicate with the attenuator 1 10 in Herdey. 

For the foregoing reasons, the examiner contends that the rejections to claims 
are proper. 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nguyen Vo whose telephone number is (571) 272-7901. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Urban can be reached on (571) 272-7899. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Sen/ice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
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